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ABSTRACT
As the financial, institutional and ethical dynamics of archaeology shift, both 
proponents and opponents of the discipline have called for an increased accountability 
and relevance to the public. For this reason, archaeologists must place greater 
consideration on the role and meaning of their profession to a wider audience. To 
accomplish this task, it is necessary to investigate the multiple perspectives of 
archaeology’s ‘publics.’ A better understanding of public perceptions and 
expectations should guide the future development of a more reflexive archaeological 
practice.
Through the use of self-administered questionnaires as well as face-to-face 
interviews, this study explores the attitudes and expectations of archaeology’s 
interested public. The sample population for this survey consists of a self-selected 
group of individuals who have chosen to participate in archaeological site and 
laboratory tours at Colonial Williamsburg, Williamsburg, Virginia. Survey questions 
address three main areas of interest: 1) Public exposure to archaeology; 2) Images and 
expectations of archaeology and archaeologists; and, 3) The interrelationship between 
the demographic characteristics of this population and their attitudes towards 
archaeology. It is hoped that this study will be the foundation for the creation of an 
open dialogue between archaeologists and their public constituency.
“WHO IS ARCHAEOLOGY’S PUBLIC?”:
A CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF 
PUBLIC IMAGES AND EXPECTATIONS OF ARCHAEOLOGY
INTRODUCTION.
Since the advent of the New Archaeology, archaeologists have increasingly 
attempted to make their research more relevant to a wider audience. More than twenty 
five years ago, Fritz and Plog (1970:412) warned the archaeological community of the 
dangers of academic dilettantism: “We suspect that unless archaeologists find ways of 
making their research increasingly relevant to the modem world, the modem world will 
find itself increasingly capable of getting along without archaeologists.” Yet, in the years 
since this admonition, archaeology has become increasingly detached from the 
communities which support the discipline. The professionalization of archaeology has led 
to archaeologists (“us”) telling the public (“them”) that the past is intrinsically important 
rather than listening to and learning from the expectations and interests of these 
individuals. Tilley (1989a: 107) has implicated all archaeologists in this process of 
“mystification and self-legitimation.”
Since the early 1980s, archaeologists influenced by Critical Theory have begun 
to question the process of the production of archaeological knowledge (e.g. Conkey and 
Spector 1984; Franklin 1997; Gero et al. 1983; Handsman 1987; Handsman and Leone 
1989; Hodder 1986; Leone 1981, 1982; Leone et al. 1987; Meltzer 1981; Pinsky and 
Wylie 1989; Shanks and Tilley 1987; Wylie 1985). As part of this critique, renewed 
emphasis has been placed on the relevance and accountability of archaeology to its 
diverse ‘publics. ’ While many scholars have stressed the need for a more reflexive 
methodology (e.g. Hodder 1997), few of these archaeologists have considered the 
‘public’ as part of this recursive process. Studies that have attempted to define
2
3archaeology’s audience have largely been carried out in England (Cambridge Research 
Co-operative 1983; Merriman 1991; Stone 1986, 1989). Although some American 
archaeologists (e.g. Potter 1994) have queried their audiences, these surveys have 
primarily focused on the evaluation of preset archaeological presentations. Few 
archaeologists (e.g. Derry 1998; Feder 1984, 1987, 1995, 1996, 1998) have sought to 
understand the diverse images and expectations of archaeology that audiences bring with 
them to these presentations.
In order to better understand archaeology’s interested public, this project surveyed 
visitors at archaeological presentations at Colonial Williamsburg, Williamsburg,
Virginia. As the largest outdoor, living history museum in the world, Colonial 
Williamsburg has received much study and criticism for its presentation of the past 
(Franklin 1995; Gable and Handler 1993a, 1993b; Gable et al. 1992; Handler and Gable 
1997; Leone 1981; Wallace 1981). Yet, few scholars have specifically focused on the 
archaeological program at this institution. Through the use of survey questionnaires, I 
investigated the images of archaeology held by an interested public. Along with general 
ideas concerning archaeology, this project also focused on the ways in which the public is 
exposed to archaeology in their daily lives. Drawing inspiration from Practice Theory 
(Bourdieu 1977; Giddens 1979, 1984), knowledge of these routine (day-to-day) 
encounters with archaeology may provide valuable information concerning the 
reproduction and transformation of the public’s perceptions and expectations of 
archaeology. This information should allow archaeologists to design public presentations 
that reach a larger segment of the interested public.
4Although this thesis only concerns the initiation of a public survey at Colonial 
Williamsburg, this research is the first stage of a much larger project that will attempt to 
create a more reflexive archaeological practice. The information gained from this survey 
will be used to develop a research design for future archaeological field work at Colonial 
Williamsburg. It is hoped that a better knowledge of public attitudes and expectations 
will lead to increased interaction between archaeologists and the public. The eventual 
goal of this long-term project will be the development of an interpretive program for 
archaeological research that both challenges and entertains a larger segment of the 
population than just the interested public.
CHAPTER I.
WHAT IS A RELEVANT ARCHAEOLOGY?
While the relevance of archaeology has been a consistent concern of researchers 
for almost thirty years (e.g. Fritz and Plog 1970), the definition o f ‘relevance’ has 
changed rather drastically. For the New Archaeologists, the relevance of archaeology was 
based on the discipline’s focus on long-term change. By studying the interrelationship 
between humans and the environment in the distant past, archaeologists believed that 
their research could inform policy decisions in the present (e.g. Deetz 1970; Leone 1972; 
Martin 1971). Kohl (1981:92) recognized that the agenda of New Archaeology was 
directed at “explaining the past and possibly directing future social change.”
In contrast to New Archaeology’s definition of relevance, post-processualists 
influenced by Critical Theory have situated relevance at the level of disenfranchised 
interest groups. Following from Habermas’ (1971) theory of cognitive interests, critical 
archaeologists recognized that the natural scientific methodology of the New 
Archaeology sought the prediction and control of the environment through an empirical- 
analytic framework. Identifying this type of research with the “technical interests” 
(McCarthy 1978:55) of rational control, critical archaeologists favored the search for an 
emancipatory knowledge which “derives from the interest in learning and becoming free 
from coercively induced forms of dependency” (Bronner 1994:289). In doing this, these 
archaeologists have located relevance on a more individual or personal level: “The task 
of such work will be not merely to transmit an understanding of the past, but to engage
5
6the reader to challenge, to pinpoint inadequacies, and to stimulate him or her to reflect on 
the current social and political situation” (Tilley 1989a: 113).
However, the emancipatory potential of a reflexive methodology has yet to be 
actualized due to critical archaeology’s generally unreflective treatment of archaeology’s 
public. Rather than “understanding] how people themselves think about the past and 
museums and how they use them,” most ‘critical’ research has focused on “how analysts 
think they use them” (Merriman 1991:3). Stone (1989:203) has indicated that this 
“apparent disregard of the opinions of the rest of the population is a near-suicidal stance” 
for the discipline of archaeology. Indeed, the relevance of archaeology can only be 
justified through an understanding of the content and context of the public’s interest in 
the discipline.
As mentioned previously, few studies have specifically addressed archaeology’s 
public. While the interest in ‘public archaeology’ continues to increase (e.g. Jameson 
1994; McManamon 1991; Potter 1994; Redman 1989), knowledge of public perceptions 
and expectations of archaeology remains anecdotal at best. This lack of understanding 
cannot be explained by mere oversight. Through an internal contradiction, the 
archaeological community has institutionalized its ignorance of public sentiment within 
its ethical commitment to public education and outreach. According to Principle No. 4 of 
the Society for American Archaeology’s Principles of Archaeological Ethics (Lynott and 
Wylie 1995:23), ethical archaeologists should: 1) “enlist” the support of the public in the 
stewardship of the past; 2) “explain and promote methods and techniques of 
archaeology”; and, 3) “explain archaeological interpretations.” While Principle No. 4
7does recognize the diversity of public voices interested in the archaeological past, ethical 
archaeologists are not explicitly directed to listen to their “variety of audiences” {ibid.).
Within this ethical framework, archaeologists become the producers of an 
unquestioningly beneficial commodity, archaeological knowledge. Tilley (1989a: 113) 
has noted that “the reduction of the public to consumers establishes their powerlessness 
in relation to the past.” If archaeologists are to not only ‘do’ outreach but to truly ‘reach 
out’ to the public, it is essential to form a dialogue from the inception of any 
archaeological project (McGuire 1992a:247-262). In trying to create an “ideal speech 
situation” (Bronner 1994:293), archaeologists must first have some understanding of the 
attitudes, ideas and expectations that an interested public brings to this dialogue. Mutual 
understandings provide necessary common ground for this type of interaction. As 
Habermas (1982:235) has stated: “Discourses are islands in the sea of practice.”
While the realization of an ‘ideal speech situation’ may be a utopian fallacy, the 
necessity of mutual understanding between archaeologists and the interested public 
cannot be denied. Thomas (1993:12-13) has criticized Habermas’ concept of undistorted 
communication on the grounds that “the process o f ‘reading’ (or interpretation) involves 
not the passive recovery of an encoded meaning, but the active construction of a meaning 
by the reader.” Along with this process of meaning construction, archaeologists must also 
realize that discourse is embedded within the broader context of structural power 
relations. Although critical archaeologists have attempted to confront the notion of 
‘authority,’ archaeological presentations inherently reaffirm the relationship between 
‘professionals’ and the ‘public.’ Rather than dislodge this position of authority, 
archaeologists should reflect on “the knowledge-producing enterprise” as well as their
“basis for a reflective understanding and criticism of the social context of research” 
(Wylie 1985:137). This process of self-reflective understanding must be linked with a 
more thorough awareness of the opinions of archaeology’s interested public.
Yet, aside from anecdotal, on-site experience, most archaeologists lack a clear 
conception of an audience’s perceptions of archaeology as well as where these ideas were 
developed. One reason for this dearth of knowledge may be the primary emphasis on the 
critique of ideology within museum presentations (e.g. Meltzer 1981). In dealing with 
archaeology and the public, American archaeologists have mainly focused on museum 
presentation rather than public perception. When the public have been.directly queried 
during these studies, attention is paid to the information that individuals take home with 
them rather than the knowledge that they brought with them to the site (e.g. Potter 1994). 
This approach has led to an incomplete understanding of archaeology’s public.
In contrast to the lack of organized research on public attitudes towards 
archaeology in the United States, British archaeologists (Cambridge Research Co­
operative 1983; Merriman 1991; Stone 1986, 1989) have invested much more effort in 
this subject since the early 1980s. Surveys of the British public have yielded valuable 
information concerning “people’s concept of the past” (Stone 1989:197), “people’s 
archaeological interests, attitudes, and awareness” (ibid.), and the affects of age, class and 
sex on people’s ideas concerning the relevance of archaeology (Merriman 1991:101). 
These studies were conducted to counter the preponderance of anecdotal evidence 
pertaining to the archaeological public. Merriman (1991:97) particularly emphasized that 
the “failure to question the public directly has meant that there has been no way of 
assessing the validity of [anecdotal evidence] as to the public’s images of archaeology.”
9It is unfortunate that most archaeologists in the United States continue to base their 
considerations of the archaeological public in terms of anecdotal assumptions rather than 
empirical evidence.
While British archaeologists should be applauded for their efforts to better 
understand archaeology’s public, it remains to be seen if this information will be applied 
in practice. Although the foundation has been laid upon which to build a more open 
dialogue between archaeologists and the public, innovative efforts are needed to 
implement archaeological programs that are both satisfying and challenging to 
archaeologists and the public alike. The eventual application of this type of program is 
the long-term goal of this project.
Although the above mentioned survey research was directed at the general 
population of Great Britain, this thesis has a much narrower scope. In order to more 
thoroughly understand the opinions held by archaeology’s public, this project focused 
upon a segment of the population which already has expressed an interest in the 
archaeological past. The sample population included individuals who have chosen to 
participate in archaeological site tours at Colonial Williamsburg. While the specificity of 
this population will restrict the generalizations created from this research, careful 
evaluation of the attitudes of an interested public should allow the archaeological 
community to better understand how it has successfully reached a segment of the larger 
population.
This approach contrasts greatly with most attempts at archaeological outreach. 
While many archaeologists have placed a strong emphasis on providing access to a 
diverse group of stakeholders (e.g. Franklin 1997; McKee 1994; Potter 1991), few studies
10
have focused on archaeology’s interested public. As witnessed by numerous television 
productions, public lectures and media stories, archaeology captures the imagination of a 
certain segment of the population. In trying to increase the diversity of this audience, 
many archaeologists have neglected to ascertain the inherent appeal of their discipline to 
an already interested public. This study sought to examine the reasons why archaeology 
attracts this group of individuals.
One of the constraints of this research was that the audience at Colonial 
Williamsburg is rather demographically homogenous. Although this research program 
may be criticized for studying an Euroamerican, middle to upper class audience, I believe 
that critical archaeological practice should not necessarily equate to the racial or 
socioeconomic diversity of an audience. While access to knowledge should be of utmost 
concern to archaeologists, the diversity of an audience does not necessarily ensure the 
presentation of a critical message. Researchers who operate under this assumption have 
conflated the ‘form’ of a presentation with its ‘content.’ Archaeologists must understand 
that their discipline appeals to a certain privileged segment o f the general population. The 
presentation of a critical archaeology to these individuals is as likely to affect social 
change as is the proliferation of this same message to a more diverse group of 
stakeholders (e.g. Farnsworth 1993). While I do not suggest that archaeologists should 
present their interpretations solely to this privileged audience, I must stress the 
importance of understanding the interested as well as the disinterested or neglected 
public.
The immediate objectives of this research were threefold: 1) To better understand 
the means through which the public is exposed to archaeology in their daily lives; 2) To
11
investigate the images and expectations of archaeology held by an interested public; and, 
3) To detail the correlations between demographic variables (e.g. age, sex, race) and 
attitudes towards the practice of archaeology.
1) Exposure to Archaeology. In recent years, archaeologists have attempted to 
make their data and interpretations more accessible to the general public. Moving beyond 
traditional methods of presentation, such as the television documentary or public lecture, 
scholars have developed narrative forms of presentation (e.g. Spector 1993; Tringham 
1994), alternative methods of writing text (e.g. Joyce 1994), and, most recently, the use 
of multimedia technologies (e.g. Forte and Siliotti 1997; Hodder 1997). While these new 
forms of presentation have sparked the imaginations of many archaeologists, it is yet to 
be seen whether these attempts to more broadly disseminate archaeological knowledge 
have actually reached their target audiences. One of the primary purposes of this project 
was to understand the media through which the interested public is exposed to 
archaeology in their daily lives.
In order to accomplish this objective, the survey questionnaire probed the subject 
population’s access to archaeological knowledge. Not only focused on the traditional 
media o f television and newspapers, this survey also questioned the public’s exposure to 
archaeology in motion pictures, popular and scholarly books, journals and magazines, 
and the internet. Along with these forms of media, the sample population was also 
questioned on their exposure to archaeology during the course of their education. I 
believe that this information will allow for a better understanding of how archaeological 
knowledge is received by the interested public. This information can be used to design 
presentations which are more likely to reach a larger segment of the population.
12
Knowledge of the public’s day-to-day exposure to archaeology should also provide 
information concerning the formation of this population’s attitudes towards the 
discipline.
2) Images and Expectations of Archaeology. While most archaeologists have 
some type of anecdotal understanding of the public’s images of archaeology, few studies 
have attempted to identify these perceptions through empirical research. Merriman 
(1991:96-97) has provided a summary of the anecdotal evidence from the archaeological 
literature. Archaeologists’ interpretations of the public’s images of archaeology and 
archaeologists are quite diverse. From Kidder’s “hairy-chested” and “hairy-chinned” 
cowboy (Ascher 1960:402) to the “antiquarian scholar” (Bray 1981:223-227) to the 
“intermediary between the worldly and the other worldly” (Fritz 1973:75), archaeologists 
have not lacked in imagination when conjuring up images o f themselves. However, these 
images have little validity due to their anecdotal nature. The few empirical studies that 
have been attempted have found that the public’s image of archaeology and 
archaeologists is generally centered around the acts o f ‘digging’ and ‘discovery’ as well 
as ‘technical expertise’ (Ascher 1960; Hodder 1984; Merriman 1991).
While these previous studies have assisted in the formulation of this research 
project, knowledge of the public’s perceptions of archaeology and archaeologists remains 
conjectural at best. Through survey research, this project should help alleviate the current 
dearth of information on this subject. As crucial as it is to understand the media through 
which archaeology is presented, it is perhaps even more important to reveal the message 
which is being relayed. This information should yield a clearer understanding of the role
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and meaning of archaeology according to the interested public. In addition, some of the 
public’s expectations of archaeology were revealed by this research.
Prior to the initiation of a research program, archaeologists rarely concern 
themselves with the expectations and interests of a public audience. The few exceptions 
to this type of archaeology have been cases where the interested public consists of 
politically empowered stakeholders. When approached from a perspective of open 
dialogue between archaeologists and these stakeholders, these cooperative partnerships 
have been viewed as rewarding experiences from both sides (e.g. Blakey 1997; Edwards- 
Ingram 1997; McDonald et al. 1991; Nicholas 1997; Spector 1993). Along with the 
necessity of an open dialogue, the success of these projects has depended upon a clear 
understanding of the public’s expectations. Unfortunately, few researchers have made an 
effort to identify an interested public, not to mention their expectations, before research is 
undertaken.
In contrast to this uncritical position, this study intended to highlight the 
expectations of one segment of archaeology’s public. Although archaeology’s public 
consists of diverse interest groups, the survey data revealed patterns which, when 
compared to similar surveys, allowed generalizations to be created. The first step towards 
a more relevant archaeology must be understanding what the public considers relevant. 
Since archaeology’s public is not monolithic, it is to be expected that a diversity of 
opinions could be solicited on this matter. For this reason, it was necessary to isolate the 
demographic variables which may help in the recognition of patterns within this plurality.
3) Demographics and Attitudes. Recent critiques of archaeological practice have 
noted pervasive “racist, sexist, classist and nationalistic” (Blakey 1983:5) biases within
14
the discipline (Conkey and Gero 1991, 1997; Franklin 1997; Gero 1985; Leone 1995; 
McGuire 1992b; Shanks and McGuire 1996; Trigger 1980, 1984; Wylie 1991). Either 
consciously or unconsciously, these biases have permeated many archaeological 
interpretations of the past. As active participants in the dissemination of archaeological 
knowledge, the public does not passively consume offensive or irrelevant interpretations. 
It would be impossible to estimate how many individuals have felt excluded from the 
archaeological past for this reason. “If we are truly intent on using archaeology to create 
more meaningful histories whereby Americans of all backgrounds have the opportunity 
to participate in the process and, in the end, come to better understand themselves and 
each other, we have to start by standing in judgment of our own sociopolitics” (Franklin 
1997:39).
In order to evaluate the sociopolitics of archaeological practice, this study also 
investigated the demographic profile of archaeology’s interested public. Although this 
data cannot be used to create generalizations concerning the excluded public, a more 
thorough understanding of an interested audience should allow for a better critique of 
present practices. This survey sought correlations between attitudes towards archaeology 
and such demographic variables as age, gender, race and social class. Yet, the survey 
population at Colonial Williamsburg exhibited a high degree of homogeneity. Even with 
this low variability in the demographic characteristics of archaeology’s public, a diversity 
of opinions and expectations were encountered. This information will be valuable for the 
long-term research question of this project: Is it possible to create an interpretive 
methodology for archaeology which will both interest and challenge a diversity of 
publics?
15
This survey data will provide an empirical basis for the creation of an open 
dialogue with the public. This dialogue will inform the design of archaeological 
investigation from its inception. As Tilley (1989b:280) has suggested: “Excavations need 
to become, much more so than they are today, nexuses of decoding and encoding 
processes by which people may create meaning from the past. This is to advocate a 
socially engaged rather than a scientifically detached practice o f excavation.” In order to
c
create a “socially engaged” practice, it is crucial to possess more than an anecdotal 
understanding of the images, expectations and demographics of archaeology’s diverse 
public.
CHAPTER II.
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
As the largest outdoor, living history museum in the world, Colonial 
Williamsburg receives upwards of one million visitors every year. From its inception in 
1926, Colonial Williamsburg has undertaken archaeological investigations for the 
reconstruction as well as the interpretation of eighteenth-century Williamsburg. Since 
1982, the Department of Archaeological Research (DAR) has undertaken “exhibition 
digs” within the Historic Area in order to introduce visitors “to the fundamentals of 
archaeology” (Garden and Brown 1997:2). In recent years, the DAR has initiated 
numerous programs in public education (Edwards-Ingram 1997:31-32; Garden and 
Brown 1997). Most recently, the DAR has begun to offer archaeological site and 
laboratory tours of their ongoing investigations. Since visitors must obtain a ticket for 
admission to these tours, the tour audience represents a segment of the population who 
most likely considers archaeology interesting and, perhaps, enjoyable. In order to better 
understand archaeology’s interested public, I targeted this group of individuals for 
survey.
Following a literature search pertaining to survey methodology (Babbie 1990; 
Dillman 1978, 1983; Fowler 1993; Rossi et al. 1983; Salant and Dillman 1994), a “mixed 
mode survey” (Salant and Dillman 1994:50), which combined face-to-face structured 
interviews and self-administered questionnaires, was deemed most appropriate for this 
project. While face-to-face interviews allow for the most controlled and in depth
16
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information from a survey population, this method entails high costs in both time and 
money. Realistically, the sole reliance on interviews would also result in a smaller sample 
population. In order to best utilize the available resources, self-administered 
questionnaires provided a relatively inexpensive supplement to a smaller sample of 
interviews (Dillman 1983:373-376),
Yet, as the survey progressed, I soon recognized serious practical difficulties in 
trying to conduct face-to-face interviews. Since the archaeological tours were held on an 
hourly basis and were limited to 20 minutes, I designed the structured interviews to not 
last more than 30 minutes. In reality, however, few of the archaeological tours lasted less 
than 30 minutes and were most often followed by a 10 to 15 minute question-and-answer 
period. Within the first day of research, I realized that I would be unable to complete an 
entire structured interview in this shortened period of time. Fortunately, I had developed 
my interview questions in a format similar to that of the self-administered questionnaire. 
Revising my research methodology, I redesigned my structured interview as a self­
administered, “long version” of the survey questionnaire.
Questions for the survey were formulated through consultation with previous 
surveys concerning archaeology (Merriman 1991) as well as current literature dealing 
with the design of surveys (Dillman 1978; Salant and Dillman 1994; Schuman and 
Presser 1981). Two types of information were solicited from the sample population: 
behaviors (i.e. what they have done) and attitudes or beliefs. A majority of the questions 
were constructed as close-ended to ease the process of data coding and entry. However, 
the respondents had the opportunity to offer further comments through a few open-ended 
questions. Due to previous anecdotal knowledge of public attitudes, the primary use of
18
close-ended questions should not bias the validity of the responses (Salant and Dillman 
1994:84-85).
The completed survey instrument consisted of two separate, yet similar, forms. 
Examples of these forms are included in this thesis as Appendices A and B. While the 
“long version” of the questionnaire included seven pages of questions, the “short version” 
was made up of two pages of questions drawn from the longer form. The questions were 
organized into four separate sections. In order to establish an initial rapport with the 
respondents, the first section of questions concentrated on an evaluation of the completed 
archaeological tour. This was followed by sections dealing with the respondents’ 
previous exposure to archaeology and their attitudes and expectations towards the 
discipline. The final section of the questionnaire concerned personal demographic 
information. The ordering of the questions followed the guidelines set out by Dillman 
(1978:123-127) to ensure the comfort of the respondents as well as a high response rate.
Having considered the design of this survey in terms of applicability, validity and 
bias, we must now consider the actual implementation of this project. As stated 
previously, the sample population for this survey consisted of a self-selected group of 
individuals who chose to participate in archaeological tours at Colonial Williamsburg. 
While this group is rather specific in character, this study attempts to extrapolate its data 
beyond Colonial Williamsburg. The sample for this survey was a population who viewed 
archaeology in a positive sense. The sample population represented a subset of 
archaeology’s public. Yet, caution was exercised so as not to generalize beyond the group 
represented by this sample.
19
The survey was undertaken during a ten week period of high visitation at Colonial 
Williamsburg in the summer of 1998, roughly from early June to mid-August. During 
this sample period, site tours were conducted 6 times a day on Tuesdays, Thursdays and 
Fridays, and 3 times a day on Mondays and Wednesdays. Within this study period, an 
estimated 240 tours took place. With tours limited to 30 individuals, the potential number 
of participants could have totaled over 700 visitors a week. However, the weekly average 
was about 163 visitors for the time period of this study. The actual number of visitors 
during the study period totaled 1633. Of this group of 1633, 648 individuals participated 
in this survey research. 542 visitors filled out the “short version” of the questionnaire and 
106 individuals completed the longer form.
While the use of a “mixed mode survey” (Salant and Dillman 1994:50) of 
questionnaires and interviews would have been optimal, the practical constraints of the 
archaeological tours required a more limited survey methodology. The initial goal of this 
project was the total coverage of the survey population through the use of short, self­
administered questionnaires. The results of this 100% sample were to be bolstered by 
structured interviews of individuals randomly selected from within this sample 
population. However, as previously mentioned, face-to-face interviews were abandoned 
in favor of a “long version” of the self-administered questionnaire. Total coverage of the 
population also proved overly time consuming and disruptive. Due to the length of time 
which respondents spent in filling out the questionnaires, the subsequent tours were often 
delayed to give individuals an opportunity to finish. Not only did this upset the schedule 
of daily tours, but it also upset those individuals who were queued in the heat and 
humidity of a Virginia summer.
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In order to alleviate this problem, tours were not sampled back-to-back. On days 
when six tours were given, three tours were sampled. Sampling for these days was 
standardized and alternated so that the sampled tours were either the 10 am, 12 pm and 2 
pm, or the 11 am, 1 pm and 3 pm. On days when only 3 tours were conducted, I sampled 
either one or two of these tours. As with the days of six tours, sampling was standardized 
and alternated so that the sampled tours were either the 1 pm and 3 pm, or the 2 pm. 
During the period of this survey, no significant variation was noted in the demographics 
of the sample population according to the time of day or the day of the week that the 
survey was administered.
At the beginning of each selected tour, each participant was given a clipboard 
with the self-administered questionnaire. For each tour, one individual was randomly 
selected through the use of a random number table. This individual was handed the 
“longer version” of the survey questionnaire. Prior to the beginning of the tour, I 
introduced myself as well as my research. In order to ensure participation, I stressed the 
importance of this survey data in the continued effort to make archaeology more 
accessible to the general public. I also reminded the tour participants that opportunities to 
visit ‘active’ archaeological sites are rare and this survey might allow for more public 
presentations in the future. Although this introduction was not scripted, I attempted to 
maintain a uniformity of presentation so as not to bias the sample. Of the 664 individuals 
who were handed the questionnaire, only 16 refused to participate. Even the somewhat 
onerous task of the longer questionnaire only frightened away 2 of the 108 individuals 
selected at random. Since the response rate for the survey reached almost 98%, my 
emphasis on the importance of participation seemed crucial to this endeavor.
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The format and content of this survey followed the guidelines established by the 
Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects (CPHS) of the University of California 
at Berkeley. Project approval from the CPHS was obtained prior to the initiation of the 
survey. As part of this process, survey participants were asked to sign a consent form 
which ensured their anonymity and provided them with more information concerning the 
goals of this project. An example of this form is included in Appendix C. Those 
individuals who did not wish to participate in the survey handed back their clipboards at 
this time. Following the end of the archaeological tour, the respondents completed the 
questionnaire, which generally took no longer than 10 minutes for the shorter form and 
20 minutes for the longer version. Although I expected many complaints about the length 
of the survey instrument, the participants surprised me with the intense willingness and 
effort with which they approached this task. In one instance, while a sudden thunderstorm 
drenched visitors and archaeologists alike, the participants used their clipboards as rain 
gear until the storm passed and then filled out the survey.
At the conclusion of each day’s research, survey data was entered into a computer 
database. This project used Paradox 7 software for data entry and initial analysis. 
Preliminary data analysis was undertaken at the Department of Archaeological Research 
(DAR) at Colonial Williamsburg. Further analysis was conducted at the University of 
California at Berkeley. This entire project was carried out by the author under the direct 
supervision of Dr. Marley R. Brown III, the Director of the DAR. The project was also 
coordinated under the supervision of Dr. Kent Lightfoot of the University of California at 
Berkeley.
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As with all survey research, there were four possible types of error which were 
accounted for during all stages of this project: coverage error, sampling error, 
measurement error, and non-response error (Salant and Dillman 1994:13-23). While 
sampling error was not a problem due to the large size of this sample, coverage error was 
of concern as a source of bias. Although a representative sample of the visitors at 
Colonial Williamsburg were queried, the use of this data to generalize about a larger 
portion of archaeology’s public must be done with caution. Coverage error was 
accounted for through the comparison of the demographic characteristics of this 
population with demographic data from other surveys of the interested public. As to 
measurement error, the survey questions were pretested on a population of non­
archaeologists drawn primarily from undergraduate students at the University of 
California at Berkeley. This pretest revealed discrepancies between the information given 
and the information being solicited. Since non-response error is seldom a problem with 
self-administered questionnaires and interviews (Dillman 1983:376), this type of error 
was disregarded due to the fact that the response rates averaged well above 70% of the 
population (Salant and Dillman 1994:20-21).
To briefly summarize the research design and method: two versions of a self­
administered questionnaire were distributed to a self-selected sample population of 
visitors to archaeological tours at Colonial Williamsburg. The design of the survey as 
well as the questions were made in consultation with similar surveys as well as literature 
concerning survey methodology. The survey was administered during a ten week period 
in 1998 from early June to mid-August and the initial data analysis was completed at the 
DAR at Colonial Williamsburg. Further analysis was undertaken at the University of
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California at Berkeley. This project had the support and cooperation of the DAR as well 
as the Archaeological Research Facility at the University of California at Berkeley.
CHAPTER III.
ARCHAEOLOGY EXPOSED
One of the main objectives o f this research project was to understand the media 
through which the interested public is exposed to archaeology in the course of their daily 
lives. Following from ideas developed in Practice Theory (Bourdieu 1977; Giddens 1979, 
1984), I believe that the roots of understanding individuals’ perceptions of themselves 
and the world around them must be based in a study of their routine, day-to-day 
activities. As Giddens (1984:22) has stated, “Many seemingly trivial procedures followed 
in daily life have a more profound influence upon the generality of social conduct.” It is 
through the possibly trivial interactions with archaeology in an individual’s daily life that 
their perceptions of the discipline are created and transformed. If  archaeologists wish to 
deliver a more relevant archaeology to the general public, they must first grapple with the 
relationship between the media and their messages.
In my attempt to understand the media through which the interested public 
encounter archaeology, I have organized my data into four categories based on forms of 
presentation: traditional, non-traditional, direct and indirect. While the categories of 
traditional and non-traditional forms of presentation are self-explanatory and somewhat 
arbitrary, the categories of direct and indirect presentations are based on the opportunity 
for the public to have first hand contact with an archaeologist. I believe these categories 
are meaningful for two reasons: 1) They will allow me to assess the success of recent 
‘innovative’ attempts at public presentation; and, 2) They will provide empirical evidence
24
25
as to the direct accessibility of archaeologists to the interested public. Furthermore, this 
data will reveal the most successful forms of media through which archaeologists can 
reach the largest segment of the population.
Prior to the presentation of my data, I would like to discuss my categorization in 
more detail. Table 1 places the forms of presentation discussed in this study within my 
system. While most of my categorizations are self-explanatory, two of my decisions
TRADITIONAL NON-TRADITIONAL
DIRECT
Club or Society 
Formal Education 
Lecture
Dig Volunteer 
Laboratory Volunteer 
Site Tour
INDIRECT
Formal Education
Magazine
Movie
Newspaper
Television
Book
Internet
Table 1. Forms of Presentation by Category
require more clarification: books and formal education. Although books are generally 
considered a traditional medium of communication, archaeologists rarely write books 
explicitly addressed to the general public. For this reason, I consider books to be a non- 
traditional form of presentation. Another placement in need of explanation is ‘formal 
education.’ Since students are usually taught by archaeologists at institutions of higher 
learning, I have included ‘formal education’ as both a direct and indirect form of 
presentation. In order to illuminate this distinction, exposure to archaeology at the level
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of primary, secondary and higher education was addressed separately within my survey 
questionnaire.
Traditional/Direct. The forms of presentation that I have included under this 
heading can be characterized as somewhat antiquarian ways for the general public to 
interact with archaeology and archaeologists. With the possible exception o f ‘formal 
education,’ these forms of presentation have roots which stretch back to the Age of the 
Enlightenment. In the case of Virginia, ‘clubs or societies’ as well as ‘lectures’ have 
played a major role in the dissemination of knowledge since the latter half of the 
eighteenth century (Clark 1988; Gibbs 1968). While the importance of these forms of 
presentation may have waned since the time of antiquarian scholarship, the continuing 
sponsorship of archaeological research and public lectures by such organizations as the 
Association for the Preservation of Virginia Antiquities and the Archaeological Institute 
of America reflects an important source of communication between the interested public 
and archaeologists.
Although membership in an archaeological club or society would provide the 
public with a seemingly wonderful opportunity to actively pursue their interest in the 
discipline, survey data showed that few of even the interested public take advantage of 
these opportunities (Figure 1). This may be reflective of one of two factors: 1)
Individuals do not wish to actively participate in archaeology; or, 2) Archaeological clubs 
or societies are rare. While I would agree that few archaeological clubs or societies exist 
throughout the United States, I find it difficult to believe that individuals who took time 
during their vacation to visit an archaeological excavation would not seek more
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Figure 1. Membership in an Archaeological Club or Society
□  Member 
B  Not a Member
□  Did not Answer
94%
opportunities to learn about archaeology. For this reason, I believe that another 
explanation is necessary.
While archaeological clubs or societies have a long history in the United States, 
recent manifestations of such groups are primarily characterized by self-titled, ‘amateur’ 
archaeologists. Although many of these individuals pursue their interest in archaeology 
through legal means, some members of these groups are doubtlessly involved in the illicit 
excavation of archaeological sites (Chippindale 1995:82). The organized activities of 
some of these groups may be little more than the wholesale destruction of archaeological 
resources. As McGuire (1992a:257-261) has pointed out, archaeology’s interested public 
also includes groups of individuals who feel alienated by the seemingly autocratic control 
of archaeological information by a select group of scholars. While wholeheartedly 
interested in archaeology, these individuals seldom interact with professional 
archaeologists either out of resentment or fear of legal retaliation for their activities. I 
believe that these ‘amateur’ archaeologists would be infrequent visitors to an organized 
excavation at a museum such as Colonial Williamsburg.
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Further evidence for a lack o f ‘amateur’ archaeologists as visitors to Colonial 
Williamsburg was provided by a question concerning the ownership of metal detectors. 
Only 6.6% of those individuals who answered the long questionnaire admitted to owning 
a metal detector. An even smaller percentage of individuals (4.5%) acknowledged having 
attempted to search for artifacts with a metal detector. This evidence strongly suggests 
that visitors to Colonial Williamsburg may be interested in archaeology, yet they are not 
participants in unsupervised (and most likely illegal) archaeological excavations.
Even though those surveyed may not participate in archaeological excavations, 
their deep concern for the past was witnessed by their commitment of time and money to 
both local and national historical clubs or societies. In comparison to individuals who 
belong to archaeological clubs or societies, over four times as many people belong to 
historical societies (Fig.2). Of those individuals who named their organization, the
Figure 2. Membership in an Historical Club or Society
| m Member 
; ^ N o t a Member 
| □  Did not Answer
respondents were split evenly in their membership between local historical societies and 
national organizations such as the National Trust for Historic Preservation. While all 
individuals who belonged to an archaeological club or society were also affiliated with an 
historical club or society, these respondents may have considered their organization as
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both archaeological and historical. This possibility was evidenced by one individual who 
listed the same local organization under both questions.
Membership in local historical societies also played a minor role in respondents’ 
exposure to archaeology through organized lectures. Of the 24.2% of individuals who had 
attended a lecture concerning archaeology (Fig.3), over 18% of these respondents 
attended an event which had been sponsored by a local historical society (Fig.4). Yet, a
Figure 3. Attendance at Lectures Concerning Archaeology
□  Have Attended
H Have not Attended
□  Did not Answer
74%
Figure 4. Sponsorship of Lectures Attended
□  University Sponsored
; ■  Local Historical Society I j 
:  :  i
' □  Government j :
□  Did not Answer | j
clear majority of these lectures (50%) had been organized by universities. Although it is 
unclear whether these respondents attended these lectures as students, I believe the
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majority of these individuals went to these lectures due to a general interest in the subject. 
I reached this conclusion due to the fact that a mere 13.2% of the respondents for the long 
questionnaire had taken any classes in archaeology during their schooling. Of this 13.2%, 
just above half had taken these courses at a college or post-graduate level.
Even though few visitors had enrolled in archaeology courses at the college level, 
nearly 70% of the respondents confirmed that archaeology had been discussed at some 
time during their formal education. Of this group of individuals, 60% had been exposed 
to archaeology at the college or post-graduate level. Yet, only 12% of these respondents 
had discussed archaeology within an anthropology course. The vast majority of 
individuals had been exposed to archaeology in courses on “Western Civilization,” 
“Ancient History,” “Art History,” “History,” “Geography,” “Geology,” “Natural 
Science,” and, even, “Religion.” From this data, it would appear that ‘formal education’ 
at the college or post-graduate level should be categorized as an indirect, rather than 
direct, form of presentation. Although professors taught archaeology to these individuals, 
it is reasonable to assume that the majority of these professors were non-archaeologists.
Traditional/Indirect. If traditional/direct methods of presentation can be 
considered antiquarian, traditional/indirect methods should be seen as the modem 
mainstream of archaeological presentation. When it comes to public outreach, most 
archaeologists would rather take a hands-off approach. As evidenced by the 
aforementioned fact that more college students were exposed to archaeology through 
non-archaeologists, it should not be surprising that most archaeologists tend to avoid 
interaction with the public.-This statement should not be read as an indictment of 
individual archaeologists as much as it should an indictment of the power structure of the
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discipline. Generally speaking, archaeologists are offered few rewards for their 
participation in public outreach. To the contrary, the demands of public outreach often 
take a great deal of time away from ‘more important’ tasks, such as scholarly publication.
As not to unduly castigate archaeologists who do not take a hands-on approach to 
public outreach, there are several advantages offered by traditional/indirect media such as 
the television documentary or newspaper article. The primary advantage of these media is 
efficiency. By placing most of the work in the hands of the documentary producer or 
newspaper reporter, archaeologists are freed from a heavy investment of their personal 
time. Along with conserving the amount of energy expended, most archaeologists 
recognize that television, newspapers, magazines and the radio reach a broad segment of 
the population. In this age of passive consumption, archaeological information may best 
be disseminated via home delivery. The use of indirect methods of presentation does, 
however, place constraints on the amount of control which archaeologists can exercise 
over the distributed information. This crucial consideration will be discussed in the 
following chapter.
It should come as no surprise that the primary vehicle through which the public is 
exposed to archaeology is the popular media. A clear example of the predominance of 
popular media was evidenced in the percentage of respondents (81.6%) that watch 
television programs about archaeology or archaeologists (Fig.5). With the recent 
proliferation o f ‘edutainment’ on channels such as “The Learning Channel,” “The 
Discovery Channel” and “The History Channel,” the interested public has greater access 
to information concerning archaeology. Of the group of individuals who watch these 
television programs, nearly 86% of them had watched a program within the last year
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Figure 5. Viewing Programs about Archaeology on Television
. m Watch Programs 
H Do not Watch Programs 
□  Did not Answer
(Fig.6). Almost 30% of these individuals had watched a program within the last 30 days. 
Yet, when we consider the message that was delivered by these programs, a troubling
Figure 6. When the Most Recent Program was Watched 
3% -
I
2%  . ;
(3 Within the Last 30 Days 
i B  Within the Last 6 Months 
□  Within the Last Year 
: □  More than a Year Ago 
B  More than 5 Years Ago 
j m Did not Answer
34%
problem emerges.
Although over 80% of the respondents had jvatched.a.television program 
concerning archaeology, a mere 47.6% of these individuals could actually remember the 
topic that was discussed. When the individuals could remember the topic, the most 
frequently watched programs dealt with “Egypt,” “Classical Archaeology,” or “Biblical 
Archaeology.” Only 10.3% of those respondents, who remembered the topic, had
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watched a program that dealt with archaeology in the United States. Of this group, the 
programs were split evenly between historical and prehistoric archaeology. Yet, even the 
topics concerning archaeology in the United States dealt solely with spectacular sites. 
Examples of these included “Chaco Canyon,” “Moundbuilders” and “Jamestown.” While 
television programs undoubtedly reach a majority of the interested public, the efficacy as 
well as the content of the message delivered must be seriously questioned.
A similar disturbing pattern emerged when exposure to archaeology through 
newspapers was considered. Although close to 75% of those surveyed had read about 
archaeology in the newspaper, only 35.9% of those individuals could remember the topic 
that was discussed. However, unlike television programs, the vast majority of newspaper 
articles (64.2%) dealt with archaeology in the United States (Fig.7). Among those articles
Figure 7.Topics Discussed in Newspaper Articles
63%
10%
§H Archaeology in the U.S. 
B  Fossils
□  Egyptian Archaeology
□  Biblical Archaeology 
; b  Chinese Archaeology
; § | Classical Archaeology 
i  ■  European Archaeology
□  Underwater Archaeology
concerning archaeology in the United States, the most frequent topics discussed were 
“Local Excavations.” Aside from the singular responses of “Jamestown” and “Poplar 
Forest,” these articles concerned typical rather than spectacular archaeological sites. 
While the percentage of individuals that remembered the topics of newspaper articles was 
considerably lower than the percentage that remembered the topics of television
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programs, newspaper articles concentrated on a more djverse and representative cross 
section of current archaeological practice.
As somewhat of a hybrid between television and newspapers, magazines are 
another important medium for the dissemination of archaeological knowledge to the 
interested public. Magazines generally offer information concerning archaeology of a 
more spectacular rather than mundane variety. Yet, magazine articles are able to convey 
much more detailed information than either a newspaper article or a television 
documentary. Unfortunately, subscription prices tend to restrict the readership to a select 
group of individuals who express an overwhelming interest in the subject matter. The 
survey data demonstrated that even archaeology’s interested public tended to subscribe to 
magazines that dealt with subjects beyond the scope of archaeology.
Of those surveyed, just over 36% subscribed to a “magazine, periodical or journal 
about archaeology.” Although this group of individuals subscribed to a rather broad range 
of magazines, almost 66% of the subscriptions were to National Geographic (Fig. 8). At
Figure 8. Magazine Subscriptions
9% I
I .-5%
5%
2%
2%
I □  National Geographic 
i b  Smithsonian 
| □  American Heritage 
| □  Archaeology 
IB Natural History 
| □  Biblical Archaeology Review 
| B  Colonial Williamsburg 
i □  Preservation 
I b  Science
i b  Scientific American
just over 9%, Smithsonian came in a distant second. Of the ten magazines named by
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respondents, Archaeology was the only one which focused solely on archaeology. As 
previously evidenced by the greater likelihood of individuals to be members of historical 
clubs or societies rather than archaeological ones, higher subscription rates to magazines 
with a general subject matter based in history or the natural sciences may reflect a more 
common interest in the past rather than a specific interest in archaeology.
The final medium that I will discuss under the heading of traditional/indirect 
forms of presentation is the motion picture. Although motion pictures seldom present 
actual archaeological information, the portrayal of archaeologists on the silver screen has 
a serious impact on the public perception of archaeology. For this reason, I will address 
the public’s exposure to archaeology in the movies prior to a discussion, in the next 
chapter, of how this affects the public image of archaeology.
Over 60% of those surveyed had seen a movie which included archaeologists or 
discussed archaeology. Of those who had seen one of these movies, almost 61% were 
able to remember the name of the movie. Even though respondents listed four movie 
titles, the subject matter of one of these {Jurassic Park) was paleontological rather than 
archaeological. The presence of Jurassic Park in this list obviously reflected the common 
public misconception that archaeologists study dinosaurs. Even with the inclusion of 
Jurassic Park, the total number of responses was unsurprisingly dominated by Indiana 
Jones (Fig. 9). While many of the respondents recognized that Indiana Jones had little 
relation to “real” archaeology, the following chapter will show that the image of 
archaeology as adventure is prevalent in the minds of an interested public.
Non-Traditional/Direct. Having discussed the more traditional forms of
36
Figure 9. Movies which Included Archaeology or Archaeologists
□  Indiana Jones 
B  Jurassic Park
□  Titanic
□  Death on the Nile
presentation that archaeologists use to disseminate information, I will turn to some of the 
more innovative attempts to reach out to an interested public. Inspired by recent calls to 
make public outreach a “professional obligation” (McManamon 1998:3), some 
archaeologists have attempted to develop programs and curricula which move beyond the 
traditional methods of presenting archaeology (e.g. Garden and Brown 1997; Hoopes 
1998; Joyce 1994; Society for American Archaeology 1998). In considering those non- 
traditional methods of presentation which involve direct contact between archaeologists 
and the public, I will focus on the public’s role in archaeological practice through 
participation in the field or the laboratory as well as guided tours of active archaeological 
sites. While these specific interactions between archaeologists and the public may not 
seem ‘innovative,’ active participation in the archaeological endeavor affords the public a 
rare opportunity to go ‘behind the scenes.’ For this reason, these methods of presentation 
challenge some o f the traditional notions of authority and knowledge production.
Over the past decade, opportunities for non-archaeologists to participate on 
archaeological excavations have steadily increased. Although such occasions may still 
remain rather rare and expensive, organizations such as Earthwatch and the Colonial
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Williamsburg Foundation have opened the realm of contributions that non-archaeologists 
can provide to archaeological projects. Yet, participation in an archaeological excavation 
or laboratory continues to be a rare luxury rather than a common opportunity for the 
interested public. The rarity of such experiences was reflected in the survey data.
Of those surveyed, a mere 8.5% had participated in an archaeological excavation. 
Out of this small number, the majority of individuals acknowledged that a ‘school’ had 
sponsored the project (Fig. 10). This suggested that many of these individuals may have
Figure 10. Organizations which Sponsored Excavations |
□  School 
B Museum
□  Private Foundation
□  Did not Answer
taken part in some type of'field school.' The remaining 44.4% had probably joined an 
‘adventure vacation’ through either a ‘museum’ or ‘private foundation.’ The likelihood of 
this being the case was reinforced by the fact that almost 67% of all of these projects had 
taken place in a foreign country. However, a small number of individuals (11%) had 
excavated in or near their home towns, most likely as part of a local museum or historical 
society project. Either by choice or lack of access, few members of an interested public 
have actually involved themselves in archaeological field work.
While few individuals had participated in an archaeological excavation, an even 
smaller number had worked in an archaeological laboratory. Just under 2% of those
11%
22%
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surveyed had spent time in a laboratory. Of this group of individuals, all of them had 
worked for laboratories affiliated with ‘schools.’ Half of these laboratories were located 
in a state outside of the respondents’ home state, and the other half were located in 
foreign countries. Since these individuals had also participated in archaeological 
excavations in similar locations, it is likely that the laboratory was operated in 
conjunction with an ongoing field project. If this is the case, it is interesting that none of 
the interested public would have volunteered solely for laboratory work. As will be 
discussed in the following chapter, I believe this data provides evidence for the common 
correlation not only between archaeology and excavation but also between archaeology 
and discovery.
Before moving on to non-traditional/indirect methods of presentation, I will 
consider one final direct interaction between archaeologists and the public that has almost 
become a traditional form of presentation: the site tour. Archaeologists who work in 
public places are frequently queried by the curious passerby. At one time or another, most 
of us have been guilty of ignoring these questions in favor of ‘keeping our noses to the 
soil.’ Yet, since the early 1980s, archaeologists have begun to officially welcome visitors 
onto currently excavated sites (e.g. Garden and Brown 1997:2). Although these visitors 
are seldom allowed to participate in the excavation, archaeologists are able to demystify 
the process of archaeological knowledge production with an actual work in progress 
(Garden and Brown 1997:11; Potter 1994:195). These site tours can provide an 
inexpensive alternative to individuals who are interested in a glimpse at archaeology 
behind the scenes yet either cannot afford to participate or are not interested in an actual 
excavation experience.
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Of all the direct methods of presentation, both traditional and non-traditional, 
most visitors had taken advantage of an archaeological site tour. Nearly 45% of those 
surveyed had visited an archaeological site prior to their stay at Colonial Williamsburg. 
41.7% of those who visited a site had done so within the past year. Interestingly, the 
majority of visitors spent their time at sites within the United States (Fig.l 1). Only 16.7%
Figure 11. Location of Archaeological Sites Visited 
10% 15o/o
[g Home Town 
B  Home State
□  Other State
□  Abroad
■  Did not Answer
43%
of these visitors had visited archaeological sites in foreign countries. It is unclear whether 
this may be due to a lack of access to or interest in archaeology outside of the United 
States.
From the perspective o f American Historical Archaeology, the most encouraging 
statistics were brought out through a consideration of which sites individuals chose to 
visit (Fig. 12). While historic sites in the United States clearly were the most visited 
(52.4%), these numbers may be skewed due to the fact that visitors at Colonial 
Williamsburg are especially interested in American History. Yet, it is still assuring to 
verify such high numbers of visitors to both historic and prehistoric archaeological sites 
in the United States.
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Figure 12. Types of Archaeological Sites Visited
HJ Historic Site (U.S.)
H Historic Site (Abroad)
□  Prehistoric Site (U.S.)
□  Prehistoric Site (Abroad) 
B  Paleontological Site (U.S.)
Although few members of the interested public actually participate in 
archaeological excavation or laboratory work, a good number (44.6%) take advantage of 
site tours. Of all the ways to present archaeological information to the public outside of 
their homes, site tours clearly draw the greatest number of individuals. This fact is most 
likely due to the immediacy and excitement of an ongoing excavation. In their own 
words, when asked “What types of archaeological presentation do you find most 
enjoyable,” almost 76% of the respondents answered “Site Tours.”
Non-Traditional/Indirect. The final category of forms of presentation that I will 
discuss encompasses only two types of media: books and the internet. While few people 
would argue that these media distance archaeologists from direct contact with the public, 
my assertion that both of these media should be considered ‘non-traditional’ may seem 
more controversial. Although archaeologists have only recently begun to increase their v
use of the internet (e.g. Clark 1998; Hodder 1997; Society for American Archaeology 
1998), books have long been the mainstay of the archaeological endeavor. Yet, the 
majority of books dealing with archaeology are written for other archaeologists rather 
than the general public. This fact is evidenced by the jargon-laced prose which, although
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widely accepted within the archaeological community, is a daunting barrier for even the 
interested public to overcome (Gibb 1997:55-57; Klesert 1998). With a few notable 
exceptions (Deetz 1977; Fagan 1995; Noel Hume 1982), archaeologists have made little 
attempt to address the general public through the medium of the book. In a power 
structure that fails to reward efforts at public outreach, it should come as no surprise that 
archaeologists will not devote the enormous investment of time and energy to popular, in 
addition to scholarly, publication.
Of all printed media discussed in this survey, books about archaeology produced 
the lowest readership. Only 32.1% of the respondents had read a book about archaeology. 
Almost 55% of this group had done this reading within the last year. The same number of 
individuals (54.5%) actually named the most recent title that they had read. Considering 
the low availability o f popular books concerning archaeology, these numbers seem rather 
high. Keep in mind that just about 36% of the survey population subscribed to magazines 
concerning archaeology. Nearly 55% of those individuals who had read a book also 
subscribed to a magazine that dealt with archaeology.
This data suggests that the interested public has sufficient access to archaeological 
information. This conclusion was verified by a survey question that asked “Do you feel 
that you have sufficient access to the information about archaeology that you want.” 
Almost 71% of those surveyed were satisfied with their access to archaeological 
information. Yet, archaeologists should not allow these numbers to woo them into a false 
sense of complacency. While the interested public may be satisfied with the availability 
of archaeological information, these individuals are clearly discontented with the types of 
archaeological presentation to which they have access. An example of this can be seen by
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the fact that only 26% of the respondents felt that they had enough opportunities to visit 
archaeological sites. Furthermore, only 34% of those surveyed considered themselves to 
have sufficient access to participate in archaeology. Although the interested public is able 
to access archaeological information, it would appear that archaeologists have failed to 
provide this information in a format that is satisfying to non-archaeologists.
One of the most recent innovations in the format of presenting archaeological 
information has been multimedia technology. In experimenting with new ways to interact 
with the public, archaeologists have begun to explore the possibilities offered by the 
internet. While archaeology on the internet is still in its infancy, the future of this form of 
presentation appears full of promise. Yet, as with books and other forms of media, if the 
public does not enjoy this type of presentation, few of them will use the internet as a 
resource to encounter archaeology. Of those surveyed, nearly 68% use the internet on a 
regular basis. Out of this 68%, only 17% have browsed web sites that focus on 
archaeology. Although this number seems rather low, the lack of archaeological web sites 
is an important factor to consider. As archaeologists increase their use of the internet in 
the coming years, it will be interesting to discover if the public will prefer this form of 
presentation over some of the more traditional media.
In this chapter, I have attempted to explore the media through which the interested 
public is exposed to archaeology in their daily lives. By analyzing this survey data 
through the categories of traditional versus non-traditional and direct versus indirect 
forms of presentation, some intriguing patterns emerged. The most important of these 
patterns was the disparity evidenced between forms of presentation most frequently 
utilized by archaeologists and the forms of presentation most appreciated by the
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interested public. While both archaeologists and the public took advantage of 
traditional/indirect forms of presentation, such as television and newspapers, these media 
failed to convey a lasting impression of the information delivered. Less than half of the 
individuals who had watched a television documentary or read a newspaper article could 
remember the topic discussed. Whether traditional or non-traditional, indirect methods of 
presentation encompassed the least likely types of media to convey information.
In contrast to indirect forms of presentation, direct methods, such as site tours, 
seemed to gamer the greatest amount of public approval and, at the same time, be the 
least utilized method to reach out to the public. I believe that the public appreciation of 
direct methods of presentation, particularly those of the non-traditional variety, expresses 
their desire to have more direct access to the process of archaeology rather than merely 
the interpretations. While the public does not necessarily wish to participate in the 
archaeological endeavor (i.e. excavation or laboratory analysis), the opportunity to be 
involved ‘behind the scenes’ remains an attractive proposition. In this way, the public 
feels more involved and, possibly, better understands the process of archaeological 
knowledge production.
Yet, many archaeologists misinterpret the public’s desire to be involved in the 
process of archaeology as equating to an interest in the details of archaeological 
methodology. As will become apparent in the following chapter, the public maintains 
certain images of archaeology which have been developed through their limited exposure 
to the discipline. In their day-to-day interactions with archaeology, the public forms 
spectacular images of archaeological practice which seldom coincide with its oftentimes 
tedious realities. We will now turn to a consideration of this public imagination.
CHAPTER IV.
ARCHAEOLOGY IMAGINED
In the preceding chapter, I presented data which revealed the most common types 
of media through which the interested public is exposed to archaeology. While it was 
apparent that traditional/indirect media, such as television documentaries and newspaper 
articles, were the most frequently utilized sources of information, the message conveyed 
through these media exhibited some disturbing trends. One crucial consideration that I 
have already pointed out was the lack of retention of the archaeological topics discussed. 
A majority of the respondents simply failed to remember the subject matter of most 
presentations. Yet, even when this information was retained, the resulting perceptions of 
archaeology were possibly more problematic.
This chapter will focus on two separate but closely related aspects of public 
perceptions of archaeology and archaeologists. Not only does the public form images of 
archaeology, individuals also mold expectations of how archaeology should relate to their 
lives as well as the world at large. In order to create a more relevant archaeological 
practice, archaeologists must be willing to consider both of these aspects of the public 
imagination. While a knowledge of public images may allow archaeologists to better 
interact with their audience, the integration of public expectations into archaeological 
practice will definitely alter the course of future research. It is in hopes of increasing the 
accountability of archaeologists to the interested public that I will examine archaeology 
as imagined by non-archaeologists.
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For over 30 years, archaeologists have recognized that the primary public image 
of archaeology is generally centered around ‘excavation,’ ‘discovery’ and ‘technical 
expertise’ (Ascher 1960). Recent studies (Hodder 1984; Merriman 1991) have verified 
the predominance of such images. While my survey data confirmed the continuing 
prevalence o f ‘excavation’ and ‘discovery’ as the primary public images of archaeology, 
the questionnaire produced responses that were, at first glance, contradictory. A closer 
analysis of these seemingly contradictory responses allowed me to better understand the 
significance behind these common public perceptions.
Although nearly 94% of the respondents associated archaeology with ‘discovery’ 
and another 92% associated the discipline with ‘excavation’ (Fig. 13), these individuals 
clearly did not consider archaeology to simply be the search for objects. When asked if
Figure 13. "Do these words remind you o f archaeology?'
100%
H Did not Answer
they agreed or disagreed with the statement that “Archaeology is the search for treasure,” 
just under 38% of the respondents agreed. Furthermore, less than 21% of the survey 
population agreed with the statement that “Archaeologists are mainly concerned with 
objects.” While the public image of archaeology is obviously linked to the process of
46
excavation, the interested public seems to recognize that the discovery of objects is only a 
small part of the larger archaeological endeavor.
Although it is unlikely that those surveyed would consider artifacts to be 
unimportant to archaeology, these individuals clearly acknowledged that the goals of 
archaeology reach beyond what is unearthed during excavations. Almost 93% of the 
respondents agreed that “Archaeology uncovers historical facts.” This question may help 
to more thoroughly explain the common correlation between archaeology and 
‘discovery.’ Rather than equating archaeology to a scholarly treasure hunt, these 
individuals seemed to view archaeology as a vehicle to ‘discover’ the past. Evidence of 
this fact was borne out by a series of questions that attempted to grasp the public 
perception of archaeology as it more broadly related to the scholarly enterprise. The 
majority of respondents (89.6%) considered archaeology a “science.” The recognition of 
archaeology as a “science” that “uncovers historical facts” clearly demonstrates that the 
interested public is not swayed by the romantic images of archaeology conjured up 
through such motion pictures as Indiana Jones. This conclusion was further reinforced by 
the fact that only 56.6% of the respondents associated archaeology with ‘adventure’
(Fig. 13).
This data demonstrates that the interested public may have a more complex 
understanding of archaeology as a discipline than does the general public. In a postal 
survey administered to a cross section of the general public in Great Britain, Merriman 
(1991:96-99) found that few individuals recognized archaeology as studying past 
societies or social change. The majority of respondents characterized archaeology as an 
object-oriented, static discipline that primarily focused on digging. From this data,
47
Merriman (1991:99-101) concluded that beyond excavation and objects, the general 
public had little idea of what archaeologists actually do. While these findings may be 
accurate for the general public, the interested public at Colonial Williamsburg clearly 
were of a different opinion. Not only did these individuals describe archaeology as a 
science that uncovers historical facts, but close to 91% of the respondents recognized that 
“Archaeology is the study of past societies.” In this case, it appears that archaeologists 
have successfully communicated a message to a certain segment of the population.
However, these same findings also suggest that archaeologists have failed to 
convey the contested and, oftentimes, ambiguous nature of archaeological knowledge 
production. From the perspective of Critical Theory, the public perception of archaeology 
as a scientific method to discover historical facts is rather disturbing. The acceptance of 
archaeology as a fact finding enterprise neglects the situated nature of knowledge 
production in the present (Leone et al. 1987:284). This conclusion was affirmed by the 
low percentage of individuals (27.4%) that actually considered that archaeology could be 
‘political.’ A similar belief can be seen in the fact that the words ‘scientific’ (88.7%), 
‘facts’ (82.1%) and ‘analysis’ (80.2%) reminded more respondents of archaeology than 
did ‘interpretation’ (77.4%).
For archaeology to become a critical and reflexive endeavor, it is crucial that the 
public thoroughly understands the processes through which archaeological explanations 
of the past are created. In order to begin such a project, archaeologists must move beyond 
simply demystifying archaeological practice. As Tilley (1989b:280) has suggested,
“What archaeology must do is create a public consisting of cultural producers not cultural 
consumers ... people who discuss and interpret rather than are talked to and told.”
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Fortunately, the barriers to such a proposition are not insurmountable. In fact, my survey 
data indicates that the interested public holds a somewhat egalitarian vision of 
archaeology.
Of those surveyed, less than 42% agreed that “Archaeology is for professionals.” 
At the same time, only 38.7% disagreed with the statement that “Archaeology is for 
everyone.” While these questions were admittedly vague, I believe that the responses do 
indicate a significant sentiment on the part of the interested public to actively involve 
themselves in the archaeological endeavor. At the very least, these responses indicate that 
these individuals refuse to be excluded from future contact with archaeology and 
archaeologists. Yet, it remains to be seen whether archaeologists will not only accept the 
participation of the interested public, but also reach out to demonstrate the important role 
that archaeology can play in the direction of our future. If we admit that the past may 
serve as a guide for the future, we must also consider that those who control that past may 
exert a tremendous influence on the future. As I begin to consider the public expectations 
of archaeology, it will become clear that this final point was not lost on archaeology’s 
interested public.
While public images of archaeology have been of interest to archaeologists for 
over 30 years (e.g. Ascher 1960), public expectations of the discipline have received less 
scholarly attention. This unacceptable deficiency is primarily due to a lack of willingness 
on the part of archaeologists to include the general public as a participant in the 
production of archaeological knowledge. Unless forced by the hand of politically 
empowered stakeholders (e.g. Blakey 1997:143) or swayed by the plight of the 
disenfranchised (e.g. Potter 1994), archaeologists have rarely concerned themselves with
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the wants and needs of their constituent communities. In order to make archaeology 
accountable to the interested as well as the general public, it is necessary to consider the 
role of archaeology in the lives of these individuals.
My survey data clearly shows that the interested public regards archaeology as a 
crucial and necessary endeavor in the modem world. Of those surveyed, 92.4% agreed 
that “Archaeological sites and artifacts are an important part of the national heritage.” 
Although only 75.5% of the respondents agreed that “Archaeology is important to the 
future of the country,” a mere 13.2% disagreed with this statement. While this data 
stresses the belief that archaeology can provide an important contribution to the future 
course of the nation, few survey respondents considered that archaeology could more 
directly affect them. When asked if “Archaeology directly affects my life,” 45.3% of the 
survey population disagreed with the statement (Fig. 14). How can a discipline of national
Figure 14. "Archaeology directly affects my life" 
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H Disagree 
□  Did not Answer
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interest and importance fail to directly affect the lives of members of that nation-state? r . •
„ wMore to the point at hand, if even the interested public beliey.es.that archaeology does not
v _ _ _ _ _ _ _  — -------- .... \
have a direct impact on their lives, do these individuals maintain personal expectations W —
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for the discipline? Although these questions are difficult to answer through a survey, my 
data provides a few possible lines of evidence.
The role of archaeology in the daily lives of the interested public seems to be 
twofold. While education is clearly viewed as an important aspect of what archaeology 
has to offer, respondents also emphasized the need for archaeologists to be stewards of 
heritage resources. The protective role of archaeologists was suggested by both direct and 
circumstantial survey data. When asked if “Archaeological sites are endangered 
resources,” 81.1% of the respondents agreed and only 11.3% disagreed with the 
statement. In addition to this data, less than 5% of the survey population agreed that 
archaeologists either “own” or “sell” the objects that they recover. This information 
provides circumstantial evidence for a public belief that archaeologists should ensure the 
preservation of heritage resources for future generations. As stewards of the past, 
archaeologists are also expected to properly utilize these resources for the benefit of the 
general public. This role as an intermediary between the public and the past is an 
unmistakable expectation of the interested public.
Archaeology is clearly recognized by the interested public as a critical vehicle 
through which to educate individuals about the past. An indication of this was that nearly 
90% of the respondents believed that archaeology should be taught in schools. Less than 
4% of those surveyed actually felt that archaeology should not be utilized in formal 
education. Interestingly, only 66.3% of those individuals, who thought archaeology 
should be taught, considered the discipline applicable to all levels of education. The vast 
majority of respondents (84.8%) concluded that archaeology should only be part of a 
middle school, high school or college curriculum. In light of the fact that many
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archaeological outreach programs focus on primary schools, it is surprising that just over 
9% of the interested public deemed this age group as appropriate for archaeology 
education. This data may reaffirm the aforementioned observation that many people 
associate archaeology with ‘scientific’ or ‘technical’ expertise (Merriman 1991:97). Yet,
I believe that this information may best be understood with regard to public expectations 
of the subject matter of archaeology.
In a recent article, Patrice Jeppson (1997) identified two different forms of 
archaeological outreach programs: a “public” and a “people’s.” Her categorization shed 
light on the types of subject matter to which the public is exposed during archaeological 
presentations. This information may help to understand what the public expects to learn 
from archaeology. Jeppson (1997:65) argued that most outreach programs can be 
categorized as “a ‘public’ archaeology.” This form of outreach attempts to “open the door 
of the past a little wider in order to incorporate ‘other voices’ for a richer, fuller, story of 
the past” {ibid.). Moving beyond this “public” archaeology, a “people’s” archaeology 
“advocates a change in the power relations involved in the control of history 
interpretation and history resources” {ibid.). While most outreach programs in the United 
States should be considered under the heading of “public,” some archaeologists (e.g. 
Handsman 1987; McDavid 1997; Potter 1994) have attempted to implement outreach 
programs that challenge current power relations and the control of the past. However, 
with a consideration of the scarcity of such programs, it is fair to assume that most 
members of the interested public have been exposed to a presentation of the “public” 
rather than “people’s” variety.
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If this is indeed the case, a majority of the interested public expects archaeologists 
to present information that confronts the previous “absence of immigrants, children, 
women, slaves, and free African Americans ... in historical narratives” (Leone 
1995:251). Perhaps the belief that archaeology is inappropriate as part of a primary 
school curriculum is due to this fact. Many parents may consider this subject matter too 
‘unpleasant’ for younger audiences. While my survey data fails to directly substantiate 
such a claim, respondents’ interest in topics of future archaeological research does 
suggest that the public has come to view archaeology as a ‘democratizing’ force in the 
presentation of history.
Figure 15 shows what topics of future archaeological research the interested 
public deemed as important. It is interesting to note that the subjects considered of 
highest importance were seldom discussed as viable research topics prior to the advent of 
the New Social History in the early 1970s (Handler and Gable 1997:66-67). The
Figure 15. Interest in Topics of Future Archaeological Research
□  Very Important
B  Somewhat Important
□  Not Important
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consideration of such topics as “The Native American experience” (54.3%), “Slavery and 
colonial society” (51.4%) and “The roles of women in colonial society” (46.5%) as “Very 
Important” demonstrates the public understanding of archaeology as a discipline 
concerned with a more ‘egalitarian’ subject matter. In a similar vein, the ranking of “The 
daily life of a household” (46.3%) provides evidence of a public desire to learn more 
about “simple people doing simple things, the normal, everyday routine of life and how 
these people thought about it” (Deetz 1977:8). When asked “What other types of topics 
would you be interested in,” respondents seldom strayed from those topics of traditional 
concern to social historians. The one exception to this fact was the frequently expressed 
interest in “Military” or “Battlefields.” I believe that this data suggests that the public has 
not only accepted a more ‘democratic’ vision of the past, but these individuals have also 
come to expect archaeology to emphasize such subject matter.
If the interested public has come to expect archaeology to “crack open the door of 
the past a little wider” (Jeppson 1997:65), could it be much more difficult to move 
towards an archaeological presentation which not only exhibits a multiplicity of pasts but 
also “engage[s] the [visitor] to challenge, to pinpoint the inadequacies, and to stimulate 
him or her to reflect on the current political and social situation” (Tilley 1989a: 113)? Can 
archaeologists, in Jeppson’s (1997:65) terms, move from a “public” to a “people’s” form 
of archaeological outreach? I believe these questions can only be answered in practice.
CONCLUSION.
Throughout this thesis, I have addressed the deficiencies of previous attempts at 
critical archaeological praxis. While scholars have initiated programs of research that 
strive to empower certain segments of the population (e.g. Potter 1994), these attempts 
have been flawed from their inception due to a ‘top-down’ model of Critical 
Archaeology. By failing to create a dialogue with even the interested public prior to the 
initiation of their research programs, these archaeologists have commodified the past as 
an intrinsically important object of study. If archaeologists are to forge a truly critical 
archaeological praxis, we must begin by listening to and learning from the images and 
expectations of our audience. In this way, the archaeological endeavor will be based on a 
mutual appreciation of the past. This thesis provides a model for the initiation of such an 
understanding.
As the first stage of an archaeological research project centered at Colonial 
Williamsburg, this survey established a preliminary dialogue between the interested 
public and myself. This dialogue has helped me begin to understand the images and 
expectations held by a self-selected group of individuals who chose to visit 
archaeological sites at Colonial Williamsburg. While this group embodies a rather 
specific segment of the population, I believe that these individuals are representative of 
my principal audience in the years to come. Initial objectives of research and outreach 
can be directed at this target audience. At the same time, new efforts will be made to 
expand the scope of presentation beyond the interested public. Considering that this
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target population was rather demographically homogenous, the expansion of my outreach 
efforts will be a crucial step to ensure audience diversity in the future.
One of the important ways of increasing the diversity of my audience will be an 
expansion of outreach activities to the local community. The primary weakness of this 
survey has been its focus on a fundamentally 'transient' population of visitors to 
archaeological sites at Colonial Williamsburg. While this group of individuals represents 
the bulk of visitation to archaeological sites in the area, their opinions, expectations and 
needs are more than likely quite different than those of the local community. For this 
reason, it will be crucial to keep my research program as flexible (e.g. Hodder 1997) as 
possible in order to incorporate members of the local community as partners rather than 
as afterthoughts. This type of community partnering can be achieved through the creation 
of working relationships with community organizations such as school groups and 
service organizations. In recent years, the effectiveness of these partnerships has clearly 
been demonstrated by archaeologists of a critical vein (e.g. Blakey 1999; Derry 1997, 
1998; Edwards-Ingram 1997; Jeppson 1997; McDavid 1997).
At this time, however, several critical insights about archaeology’s interested 
public have been realized. Primary amongst these insights has been a better knowledge of 
public exposure to archaeology. From the data concerning the lack of retention of 
archaeological subject matter, it was apparent that archaeologists must not only strive to 
disseminate information but must also attempt to find a form of presentation that the 
public considers satisfying. Visitors at Colonial Williamsburg were clearly partial to the 
archaeological site tour. Such tours allowed visitors to be directly involved in the process 
of knowledge production without necessarily becoming overly entrenched in field
56
methodology. The survey data seemed to suggest that although ‘excavation’ and 
‘discovery’ were definitely recognized as crucial to the archaeological endeavor, the 
public was much more interested in the ‘past’ in general.
Another insight revealed through the survey dealt with communication between 
archaeologists and the interested public. While Merriman (1991:99-101) has suggested 
that the public at large has a rather rudimentary understanding of archaeology, my survey 
data demonstrated that the interested public has a more complex perception of the 
discipline. I believe that this provides evidence for a successful level of communication 
on the part of archaeologists. Yet, the degree to which archaeologists effectively 
communicate a message to the public may depend on the subject matter at hand.
Although visitors at Colonial Williamsburg understood the goals of archaeological 
research, few of them (31.1%) could even furnish an answer to the question “Do you 
believe that archaeology receives a sufficient amount of funding.” In an era of increased 
‘downsizing,’ the selective communication of information by archaeologists may be 
rather detrimental to the discipline as a whole. It would appear that archaeologists have 
yet to initiate a dialogue with the public concerning all aspects of the practice of 
archaeology.
In trying to make all aspects of archaeological practice as apparent as possible, 
critical archaeologists must engage in discourses that not only address relations of power 
in the past but also critique the relations which shape the present state of the discipline 
(e.g. McGuire and Walker 1999). This statement rests on one of the key tenets of critical 
research, self-reflexivity. While the self-reflexive enterprise has recently come under 
attack (e.g. Graves 1991) for having degraded into self-indulgent autobiography,
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reflexive discourse remains an essential means to the construction of a situated 
understanding of the discipline of archaeology and the role of archaeologists in the 
modem world.
What remains to be seen is whether these insights will help to inform and, thus, 
transform archaeological praxis. Over the next two field seasons, I hope to use this data 
to not only enhance the dissemination of information but also to direct the focus of actual 
archaeological research. If  this project proves successful, I believe that the archaeologists 
and the public involved will have moved closer to a more reflexive understanding of 
themselves, their histories and their presents. Hopefully, this realization may also help to 
inform the course of their futures. As Kevin Walsh (1992:38) has cogently stated, “There 
can be no doubt that the emancipatory potential of the museum has never been entirely 
realized, and that now, more than ever, this potential needs to be articulated.”
Yet, the emancipatory role of a Critical Archaeology is not a new concept. For 
close to two decades, archaeologists have stressed both the potential and the necessity for 
the creation of an emancipatory knowledge of the present through the study of the past 
(e.g. Leone 1981, 1982; Leone et al. 1987; Meltzer 1981). With this fact in mind, how 
does the knowledge created through this survey allow for a more nuanced understanding 
of the public? And, more importantly, how can this knowledge be used in such a way as 
to reinvigorate Critical Archaeology with a new perspective of emancipatory knowledge? 
Although these are difficult, if not impossible, questions to answer with certainty, I 
believe an attempt to problematize the public role of the critical archaeologist will 
provide some interesting directions that I hope to actualize through future research.
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In a recent essay, Pierre Bourdieu (1998:7) has realigned the role of the public 
intellectual in light of a recent trend towards an "individualism" that "tends to destroy the 
philosophical foundations of the welfare state and in particular the notion of collective 
responsibility." Bourdieu (1998:6-7) envisions the critical intellectual as a source of 
opposition to these status quo ideals. Through the introduction of the "logic of intellectual 
life, that of argument and refutation" (Bourdieu 1998:7) to a more general public sphere, 
the intellectual can become a catalyst for the creation of dialogues based in rational 
understandings of the social world. To accomplish this task, critical intellectuals must 
recognize their position of privilege within society. Indeed, this group of scholars must 
use their privileged position in order to "create the conditions for a collective effort to 
reconstruct a universe of realist ideals, capable of mobilizing people's will without 
mystifying their consciousness" {ibid.).
While it may be presumptuous and idealistic to consider the practice of 
archaeology as a force for social change, the archaeologist, as an intermediary between 
the past and the present, has a great deal of power as well as responsibility. Although 
many archaeologists recognize the powerful role of the past in the present (e.g.
Handsman and Leone 1989; Leone 1995; Potter 1994), these scholars primarily position 
themselves as producers of knowledge rather than facilitators of critical understandings. 
The primary goal of this thesis has been to forge a better understanding of an interested 
public prior to the initiation of a program of archaeological research. In doing this, I have 
attempted to create the basis for a preliminary dialogue with a certain segment of the 
public.
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The initiation of a dialogue prior to archaeological research distinguishes this 
research project from previous attempts at a critical archaeological praxis (e.g. Potter 
1994). The goal of an emancipatory knowledge cannot be achieved via 'top-down' models 
of Critical Archaeology in which the archaeologist as 'producer' delivers an 
unquestioningly beneficial commodity to a public made up of'consumers.' Rather, the 
critical archaeologist must be willing to incorporate the ideas and expectations of the 
public from the inception of a research program. While this process will decenter the 
authority of the archaeologist, it should also allow for the formation of discursive 
understandings of both the past and the present in which the distortions of 
communication are made apparent.
Only when philosophy discovers in the dialectical course of history the traces of violence that 
deform repeated attempts at dialogue and recurrently close off the path to unconstrained 
communication does it further the process whose suspension it otherwise legitimated: mankind’s 
[s/c] evolution toward maturity (Mundigkeit) (Habermas 1971:314-415).
This survey project has provided the first step in the creation of a dialogue in which all 
participants are treated as equals.
APPENDIX A.
“LONG VERSION” OF SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
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Visitor Survey 
CW Archaeological Site Tour
If you agree to participate, you will answ er a series of questions on the brief questionnaire which you have received. Your resp on ses  
will help archaeologists better understand the opinions and insights of public visitors to archaeological presentations. This data will be 
used  to guide the future presentation of archaeology at Colonial Williamsburg. Through publication of the results of this study, this 
information will a lso  help archaeologists to better serve the interested public.
Section 1. Introduction and Tour Evaluation
2) How did you hear about this tour?
3) Have you been on the tour of Colonial Williamsburg’s archaeological lab? OYes O No
1) Why did you come on today’s tour?
4) Have you ever visited an archaeological site before? OYes O No
a) When was the last time?
b) Where?
c) What site was it?
O Within the last thirty days 
O Within the last six months
O Home town 
O Home state
O Within the last year 
O More than a year ago
O Other state 
O Abroad
O More than five years ago
5) Do you feel that you have enough opportunities to visit archaeological sites? OYes O No
6) Having been on today’s tour, would you agree or disagree with the following statements?
a) Archaeology allows for a more accurate presentation of the 18th century.
b) The past is best understood through a combination of historical, architectural and
archaeological research. O Agree
c) The past can be reconstructed with 100% accuracy. O Agree
d) Day-to-day life in the 18th century is primarily understood through historical documents. O Agree
O Agree O Disagree
O Disagree 
O Disagree 
O Disagree
7) What was the most interesting thing that you learned from today’s presentation?
8) Do you have any other comments about today’s presentation?
Section 2. Exposure to Archaeology
9) Did you have any training or classes in archaeology in school? OYes O No
a) Where did this take place?: O Primary School O Middle School O High School O College O Post-Graduate
10) Was archaeology discussed at any time during your formal education? OYes O No
a) If yes, when was it?
11) Have you participated in an archaeological dig? OYes O No
a) Who was this through? O School O Museum
O Government Agency O Private Foundation
Oother (please name)
b) Where was the site located? O Home town O Other state
O Home state O Abroad
c) What was the site?
12) Have you ever worked in an archaeological lab? OYes O No
a) Who was this through? O School O Museum
O Government Agency O Private Foundation
Oother (please name)
b) Where was the site located? O Home town O Other state
O  Home state O  Abroad
c) What types of materials did you work with?
13) Do you personally know an archaeologist? OYes O No
a) If yes, how is this person related to you?
14) Do you belong to an archaeological club or society? OYes O No
a) Which one?
15) Do you belong to an historical club or society? OYes O No
a) Which one?
16) Do you own a metal detector? OYes O No
a) Do you search for artifacts with a metal detector? OYes O No
b) What types of artifacts have you found or do you try to find?
17) Have you attended lectures on archaeology? OYes O No
a) When was the last time? Q Within the last thirty days O Within the last year O More than five years ago
O Within the last six months O More than a year ago
b) Where was it?
c) Who organized it?
d) What was the topic?
18) Besides Colonial Williamsburg, what other museums have you visited in which archaeology was important to the 
presentation?
a) When was the last time? O Within the last thirty days O Within the last year O More than five years ago
O Within the last six months O More than a year ago
b) Where? O Home town O Other state
O Home state O Abroad
19) Do you read books about archaeology? OYes O No 
a) What were the latest ones?
b) When was the last one? O Within the last thirty days O Within the last year O More than five years ago
O Within the last six months O More than a year ago
20) Do you subscribe to magazines, periodicals or journals about archaeology? OYes 
(i.e. National Geographic, Archaeology, or Science)
O No
a) Which ones?
21) Have you read about archaeology in a newspaper? OYes O No
a) Do you look for articles about archaeology in the newspaper? OYes O No
b) When w as the last time? O Within the last thirty days O Within the last year O More than five years ago
O Within the last six months O More than a year ago
c) Do you remember the topic?
22) Have you seen movies which include archaeologists or discuss archaeology? OYes O No
a) If so, can you remember some of these?
23) Do you own a television? OYes O No
a) Do you watch television programs about archaeology or archaeologists? OYes O No
b) Were these programs on: O Network television channels O Cable television channels
O Public television channels
c) When was the last one that you saw? O Within the last thirty days O Within the last year O More than five years ago
O Wthin the last six months O More than a year ago
d) Do you remember the topic?
24) Do you own a computer? OYes
a) Do you use the internet? OYes
b) Do you browse web sites which deal with archaeology? OYes
c) Which ones?
25) Do you feel that you have sufficient access to the information about archaeology that you want? OYes O No 
a) Please explain:
26) Do you feel that you have sufficient access to participate in archaeology? OYes O No
a) Please explain:
27) Can you think of any other exposure that you have had to archaeology which we have not discussed?
O No 
O No 
O No
28) What types of archaeological presentation do you find enjoyable?
Section 3. Conceptions of Archaeology
29) Do these words remind you of archaeology?
a) Treasure? OYes O No In order from first to third, please rank the three
b) Academic? OYes O No words from this list which most remind you of
c) Political? OYes O No archaeology:
d) Analysis? OYes O No
e) Discovery? OYes O No 1)
f) Tedious? OYes O No
g) Scientific? OYes O No 2)
h) Excavation? OYes O No
i) Facts? OYes O No 3)
j) Adventure? OYes O No
k) Interpretation? OYes O No
30) Do you agree or disagree with these statements about archaeology?
a) Archaeology is the search for treasure. OAgree O Disagree
b) Archaeology is expensive. OAgree O Disagree
c) Archaeology is for professionals. OAgree O Disagree
d) Archaeology is a science. OAgree O Disagree
e) Archaeology is the study of past societies. OAgree O Disagree
f) History and archaeology are unrelated discipl ines. OAgree O Disagree
g) Archaeology is for everyone. OAgree O Disagree
31) Would you agree or disagree with the following statements?
a) Archaeological sites and artifacts are an important part of the national heritage. OAgree O Disagree
b) Archaeology directly affects my life. OAgree O Disagree
c) Archaeological sites are endangered resources. OAgree O Disagree
d) Archaeological sites located on private property should be protected. OAgree O Disagree
e) Archaeology is important to the future o f the country. OAgree O Disagree
f) Archaeology uncovers historical facts. OAgree O Disagree
32) Do you agree or disagree with these statements about archaeologists?
a) Archaeologists are highly paid professionals.
b) Most archaeologists are men.
c) Archaeologists own the objects that they recover.
d) Archaeologists sell the objects that they recover.
e) Archaeologists address their work to the public.
f) Archaeologists are intellectuals.
g) Archaeologists are mainly concerned with objects.
OAgree
OAgree
OAgree
OAgree
OAgree
OAgree
OAgree
O Disagree 
O Disagree 
O Disagree 
O Disagree 
O Disagree 
O Disagree 
O Disagree
33) Do any of the following individuals come to mind when you think of archaeologists?
a) Sherlock Holmes? OYes O No O Never heard of him or her
b) Mary Leakey ? OYes O No O Never heard of him or her
c) Ivor Noel Hume? OYes O No O Never heard of him or her
d) Indiana Jones? OYes O No O Never heard of him or her
e) Nancy Drew? OYes O No O Never heard of him or her
f) James Deetz? OYes O No O Never heard of him or her
g) Richard Leakey? OYes O No O Never heard of him or her
h) Laura Croft? OYes O No O Never heard of him or her
34) Do you think that archaeology should be taught in schools? OYes O No
a) Should it be taught at all levels of education? OYes O No
b) Should it be taught in: O Primary School O Middle School O High School O College
3 5) D o you b elieve that archaeology receives a sufficient amount o f  funding? O Yes O  No O  Don't know
36) Should archaeology be funded by the federal government? OAgree O Disagree
a) State governments? OAgree O Disagree
b) Local governments? OAgree O Disagree
c) Corporations and businesses? OAgree O Disagree
d) Private citizens? OAgree O Disagree
e) In order from first to third, please rank which sources should fund archaeology: 
1)  2)___________________________________ 3)_
37) Would you vote for or against the following issues?
a) Increased taxes to fund archaeological research. OFor O Against
b) Stopping proposed developments to preserve archaeological sites. OFor O Against
c) Prohibiting the purchase or sale of artifacts from looted sites. OFor O Against
d) Increased taxes to fund museums. OFor O Against
38) Are the following topics of future archaeological research very important/somewhat important/or not important to you?
a) The archaeology of rural life.
b) A child’s life in the past.
c) The Native American experience.
d) The daily life of a household.
e) The roles of women in colonial society.
f) The growth of the American city.
g) Slavery and colonial society.
h) In order from first to third, please rank the 
1)  2 )__
OVery Important 
OVery Important 
OVery Important 
OVery Important 
OVery Important 
OVery Important 
OVery Important
three most important
O Somewhat 
O Somewhat 
O Somewhat 
O Somewhat 
O Somewhat 
O Somewhat 
O Somewhat
Important
Important
Important
Important
Important
Important
Important
O Not Important 
O Not Important 
O Not Important 
O Not Important 
O Not Important 
O Not Important 
O Not Important
topics to you:
3).
39) What other types of topics would you be interested in? 
Please list:
Section 4. Personal Information
40) Where are you from? (City and state, or country if not US)
41) How did you get to Williamsburg? O Plane O Car O Bus OTrain O Walk O Other (please name)
42) Who are you visiting with? O Alone O Family O Tour group
O Partner OFriends O Other (please name)_____________________________
43) How long have you planned to stay in Colonial Williamsburg? OOne day O Three days O More than four days
O Two days O Four days
44) Is this your first visit to Colonial Williamsburg? OYes O No
45) H ow  old are you? OUnder eight O  14-18 0  30-39 0  50-59 O  65 and over
O  8-13 0 1 9 -2 9  O  40-49 O  60-64
46) What is your sex? OMale O  Female
47) Are you married? OYes O No
48) Do you have children? OYes O No
49) What is the last level of education which you have finished or are currently enrolled in? 
O Primary School O High School O Post-Graduate
O Middle School O College undergraduate O Other (please name) ____________
50) What is your occupation?
51) How do you identify your ethnic background?
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Visitor Survey 
CW Archaeological Site Tour
If you agree to participate, you will answ er a ser ies  of questions on the brief questionnaire which you have received. Your resp on ses  
will help archaeologists better understand the opinions and insights of public visitors to archaeological presentations. This data will be 
used  to guide the future presentation of archaeology at Colonial Williamsburg. Through publication of the results of this study, this 
information will a lso  help archaeologists to better serve the interested public.
Section 1. Introduction and Tour Evaluation
1) Have you ever visited an archaeological site before? OYes O No
2) How did you hear about this tour?
3) Have you been on the tour of Colonial Williamsburg’s archaeological lab? OYes O No
4) Do you feel that you have enough opportunities to visit archaeological sites? OYes O No
5) Having been on today’s tour, would you agree or disagree with the following statements?
a) Archaeology allows for a more accurate presentation of the 18th century. O Agree O Disagree
b) The past is best understood through a combination of historical, architectural and
archaeological research. O Agree O Disagree
c) The past can be reconstructed with 100% accuracy. O Agree O Disagree
d) Day-to-day life in the 18th century is primarily understood through historical documents. O Agree O Disagree
6) Do you have any other comments about today’s presentation?
Section 2. Exposure to Archaeology
7) Was archaeology discussed at any time during your formal education? OYes O No
8) Do you belong to an archaeological club or society? OYes O No
9) Do you search for artifacts with a metal detector? OYes O No
10) Have you attended lectures on archaeology? OYes O No
11) Do you read books about archaeology? OYes O No
12) Do you subscribe to magazines, periodicals or journals about archaeology? 
(i.e. National Geographic, Archaeology, or Science)
OYes O No
13) Have you read about archaeology in a newspaper? OYes O No
14) Do you watch television programs about archaeology or archaeologists? OYes O No
15) Do you use the internet? OYes O No
a) Do you browse web sites which deal with archaeology? OYes O No
Section 3. Conceptions of Archaeology
16) Would you vote for or against the following issues?
a) Increased taxes to fund archaeological research. OFor O Against
b) Stopping proposed developments to preserve archaeological sites. OFor O Against
c) Prohibiting the purchase or sale of artifacts from looted sites. OFor O Against
d) Increased taxes to fund museums. OFor O Against
17) Are the following topics of future archaeological research very important/somewhat important/or not important to you?
a) The archaeology of rural life. OVery Important O Somewhat Important O Not Important
b) A child’s life in the past. OVery Important O Somewhat Important O Not Important
c) The Native American experience. OVery Important O Somewhat Important O Not Important
d) The daily life of a household. OVery Important O Somewhat Important O Not Important
e) The roles of women in colonial society. OVery Important O Somewhat Important O Not Important
f) The development of the American city. OVery Important O Somewhat Important O  Not Important
g) Slavery and colonial society. OVery Important O Somewhat Important O Not Important
h) In order from first to third, please rank the three most important topics to you:
1) 2) 3)
18) What other types o f topics would you be interested in?
Please list:
Section 4. Personal Information
19) Where are you from? (City and state, or country if not US)
20) Is this your first visit to Colonial Williamsburg? OYes O No
21) How old are you? Ollnder eight O 14-18 O 30-39 0  50-59 0  65 and over
O  8-13 0 1 9 -2 9  0  40-49 0  60-64
22) What is your sex? OMale O Female
23) Are you married? OYes O No
24) Do you have children? OYes O No
25) What is your occupation?
26) How do you identify your ethnic background?
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY
B E R K E L E Y  • D A V I S  • I R V I N E  •  L O S  A N C E L E S  •  R I V E R S I D E  •  S A N  D I E C O  •  S A N  F R A N C I S C O S A N T A  B A R B A R A  • S A N T A  C R U Z
DEPARTM ENT OF ANTHROPOLOGY 
510/642-3391
BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720-3710 
FAX: 510/643-8557
My name is Kevin Bartoy. I am a graduate student in the Department of Anthropology at the University of 
California at Berkeley. I am doing dissertation research on peoples’ images and expectations of archaeology. 
I invite you to participate in this research by filling out a questionnaire.
If you agree to participate, you will answer a series of questions on the brief questionnaire which you have 
received. I will analyze your responses in order to better understand the opinions and insights of public 
visitors to archaeological presentations. This data will be used to guide the future presentation of 
archaeology at Colonial Williamsburg. Through publication of the results of this study, this information will 
also help archaeologists to better serve the interested public.
While there are no apparent risks to your participation, aside from the minimal chance of discomfort caused 
by a question, the benefits are important. Although you will not immediately benefit from this research, your 
participation may help to shape the future of public archaeological presentations. In this way, your future 
visits to places such as Colonial Williamsburg may be substantially improved and increasingly rewarding.
All o f this information will be kept confidential and your responses to the survey questions will remain 
anonymous. The forms and data will be stored in a locked location. There will be no way to associate your 
identity from this consent form to your completed survey questionnaire. I will not use your name or 
identifying information in future reports or publications.
Your participation is completely voluntary. You are free to skip questions which you feel inappropriate. You 
may also terminate your participation at any time. You are free to refuse to permit me to keep any record of 
your participation.
If you are under 18 years of age and choose to participate, please pass this form to your parent or guardian 
for their written consent as well.
You may keep the other copy o f this form for future reference.
# * *
I have read this consent form and I agree to allow my answers to the questionnaire to be used in the study.
Signature Date
Signature o f Parent or Guardian 
(for a minor under the age of 18)
Date
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